Preferred Methods of Communication of Millennial Alumni of the University of Arkansas’ Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology Department and the Impact of Brand Community on Potential Philanthropy by Clark, Wells William
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 
ScholarWorks@UARK 
Graduate Theses and Dissertations 
7-2021 
Preferred Methods of Communication of Millennial Alumni of the 
University of Arkansas’ Agricultural Education, Communications 
and Technology Department and the Impact of Brand Community 
on Potential Philanthropy 
Wells William Clark 
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.uark.edu/etd 
 Part of the Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Commons, Educational Leadership 
Commons, Higher Education Commons, Organizational Communication Commons, and the Public 
Relations and Advertising Commons 
Citation 
Clark, W. W. (2021). Preferred Methods of Communication of Millennial Alumni of the University of 
Arkansas’ Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology Department and the Impact of Brand 
Community on Potential Philanthropy. Graduate Theses and Dissertations Retrieved from 
https://scholarworks.uark.edu/etd/4223 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by ScholarWorks@UARK. It has been accepted for inclusion 
in Graduate Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of ScholarWorks@UARK. For more 
information, please contact scholar@uark.edu. 
 
Preferred Methods of Communication of Millennial Alumni of the 
University of Arkansas’ Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology Department 
and the Impact of Brand Community on Potential Philanthropy 
 
 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment  
of the requirements for the degree of  






Wells William Clark 
University of Arkansas 




University of Arkansas 
 
 
















____________________________                      ____________________________ 
Casandra K. Cox, M.S.         Catherine W. Shoulders, Ph.D 
Committee Member                                              Committee Member
 
Abstract 
Higher education institutions depend upon alumni support (Gaier, 2005). Understanding 
how those institutions communicate with alumni about methods of financial giving is necessary 
in securing their support. The concept of brand community, an idea formed through social 
relationships amongst consumers of a common brand, regardless of location, who acknowledge 
their overlapping interests and share traditions and a sense of duty related to the brand 
(McAlexander et al., 2006; Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001), can contribute to desired behaviors such as 
donations and engagement in alumni groups. Exploration of this concept was conducted in 
relation to young alumni (those graduating from 2008-2018). 
The purpose of this study was to describe the most preferred communications methods of 
young Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology Department alumni (graduates 
from 2008-2018) to encourage initial and consistent financial giving. The study also attempted to 
identify the impact of brand community on potential AECT philanthropic income. 
Research objective one aimed to describe desired communications methods of AECT 
young alumni. With an average daily screen time of 205 minutes (Simple Texting, 2019), it was 
not surprising to see that the methods of communication that respondents ranked as their top two 
choices were “E-Mail” and “Links to Online Giving” (n=27). 
Research objective two aimed to describe content that influenced AECT young alumni 
willingness to give. Most respondents (n=28) said they consumed AECT Department social 
media at least once per month and were at least somewhat willing to financially give to the 
department. Twenty-one participants said that the AECT Department was at least in their top 
three philanthropic priorities regardless of social media engagement. More specifically, when 
 
looking at respondents who engage with AECT social media at least once per month, 18 
respondents said that AECT was in their top three priorities or their top priority.  
Research objective three aimed to describe the relationship between AECT young 
alumni’s on-campus & alumni experiences and their willingness to give. When asked about their 
satisfaction with their AECT extra-curricular activities, most participants said they were 
somewhat dissatisfied with their extra-curricular activities as an AECT student (n=28). However, 
of the respondents who said they were somewhat dissatisfied, 14 of them said they were still 
somewhat willing to give to the department. The study also reported that most respondents had 
low involvement or no involvement at all in extra-curricular activities (n=35). However, of those 
35 participants, 20 said they were still somewhat willing (n=15) or extremely willing to give 
(n=5).  
Finally, the goal of research objective four was to describe the average dollar amount 
young alumni can contribute to AECT. Most participants reported that they could currently 
donate less than $100 (n=29). 29.63% of respondents said they could currently donate $100 - 
$499.  
The findings of this study indicate that development officers should place emphasis on 
young Millennial alumni and that more studies should be conducted to best generalize the AECT 
young alumni population. Emphasis should be placed on determining differences between the 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Need for Study 
According to McAdoo (2010) “fundraising success requires a focused and targeted effort 
for any organization, including for higher education institutions. Making a financial commitment 
to an organization is the result of a connection or passion for a cause” (p. 1). Many studies have 
explored alumni giving. This study, however, aims to explore young alumni giving within the 
Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology Department (AECT), an academic 
department within the Dale Bumpers College of Agricultural, Food and Life Sciences (AFLS).  
A past study has shown families and communities are critical when preparing young 
people with the competencies needed for productive lives and careers (Israel et al., 2001). Since 
1978, public appropriations for state higher education institutions have declined. While 
universities and colleges of agriculture must produce “cross-culturally competent citizens” to 
meet industry needs (Jayakumar, 2008). Land-grant universities have displayed need of securing 
donors who can continue to provide opportunities to uphold the land-grant mission of talent, 
innovation, and place (Association of Public & Land-grant Universities [APLU], 2019). But who 
those donors will be and how development offices will communicate with them is unclear.  
Colleges and universities are dependent upon alumni (Gaier, 2005) for support. How we 
communicate with them about ways to give financially is vital in securing their support. Further 
brand community, a concept formed through social relationships amongst consumers of a 
common brand, regardless of location, who acknowledge their overlapping interests and share 
traditions and a sense of duty related to the brand (McAlexander et al., 2006; Muniz & O’Guinn, 
2001), can contribute to valued behaviors such as donations, college referrals, engagement in 
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alumni groups, and participation in continuing education. Emphasis should also be placed on 
young alumni (2008-2018 graduates) as a pool of potential donors and supporters as this 
population are the donors of tomorrow. Strategic external communications methods with young 
alumni can relate directly back to increased financial giving and alumni engagement 
(McAlexander et al., 2006). 
Overview of Literature 
The literature review contains background information on the following topics: history of 
land-grant institutions, alumni associations, alumni engagement at the University of Arkansas, 
AFLS, and AECT, brand commitment and loyalty as well as communications concepts. The 
theories of reasoned action and planned behavior were used to establish the theoretical and 
conceptual frameworks. 
Statement of the Problem 
Alumni are considered by development offices to be the most loyal supporters of an 
institution (Muller, 1986). Young alumni, those who graduated from 2008-2018, are the most 
recently engaged population of potential supporters who fully qualify as members of the 
Millennial Generation. A question of development offices is how to continue their high-level of 
engagement. Understanding young alumni and how they wish to be communicated with about 
financial giving is vital for development officers to know when preparing for solicitation. 
Magazines, e-mails, social media, and face-to-face interactions are all used to engage this 
population (C. Johnson, personal communication, 2020), the most preferred and effective 
method of securing donations and support from young alumni is unknown. How student 
experiences on university campuses as well as alumni engagement can impact the problem at 
hand is unknown. Answers to these questions should inform university, college, and department 
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strategic communication plans, but empirical data on the communication preferences of alumni 
is not well-published. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to describe the most effective and preferred 
communications methods of Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology 
Department young alumni (2008-2018 graduates) to encourage initial and consistent financial 
giving. The study also attempted to identify the connection between brand community and 
AECT development income. 
The researcher conducted a quantitative non-experimental survey design. A questionnaire 
was utilized to describe participant attitudes regarding the research objectives. 
Research Objectives 
The following research questions were created based on the literature and guided this 
study. 
1. Describe the desired communications methods of AECT young alumni. 
2. Describe content that influences AECT young alumni willingness to give. 
3. Describe the relationship between AECT young alumni on-campus experiences and their 
willingness to give. 
4. Describe the average dollar amount young alumni can contribute to AECT. 
Key Terms 
Active Alumni – alumni who have received a one-year complimentary Arkansas Alumni 
Association membership after graduating or have paid their membership fee (AAA, 2020). 
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Advancement – the unit within higher education which serves as a communication link between 
alumni and their alma mater and provides external and internal marketing, public 
relations, and fundraising (McAdoo, 2010; Muller, 1986). 
AECT – abbreviation for the Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology 
Department 
AFLS – abbreviation for the Dale Bumpers College of Agricultural, Food & Life Sciences 
Alumni Association – an organization whose purpose is to nurture the relationship between 
alumni and their alma mater and may require a participation fee (McAdoo, 2010). 
Alumni Experience – alumni perceptions of their interactions with their alma mater after 
graduation (Sun et al., 2007). 
Alumni Relations – the practice of fostering and maintaining a relationship of mutual support 
between alumni and their alma mater (McAdoo, 2010). 
Brand – a name, term, sign, symbol, design, or combination of these which builds an 
organization’s identity by communicating its services and setting it apart from 
competitors (Kotler, 1991). 
Brand Communities – formed through social relationships amongst consumers of a common 
brand, regardless of location, who acknowledge their overlapping interests and share 
traditions and a sense of duty related to the brand (McAlexander et al., 2006; Muniz & 
O’Guinn, 2001). 
Brand Loyalty – a consumer’s commitment to a specific brand (Chaudhur & Holbrook, 2001; 
McAdoo, 2010). 
Communication Channel – a system or method that is used for communicating with other 
people (Cambridge Dictionary, 2020) 
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Donation – a gift in the form of funding, time, or services to an organization (Rovner, 2013). 
Facebook – Facebook, Inc. is an American social media conglomerate corporation based in 
Menlo Park, California (Christenssen, 2008). 
Friend-raising – A philosophical shift, recognizing that friends made today contribute to funds 
needed tomorrow (Roueche, 2005). 
Inactive Alumni – alumni who have discontinued their Arkansas Alumni Association 
membership or have allowed it to expire (AAA, 2020). 
Instagram – Instagram is an American photo and video sharing social networking service 
owned by Facebook, created by Kevin Systrom and Mike Krieger, and originally 
launched on iOS in October 2010 (Christenssen, 2014). 
LinkedIn – LinkedIn is an American business and employment-oriented online service that 
operates via websites and mobile apps. Launched on May 5, 2003, it is mainly used for 
professional networking, including employers posting jobs and job seekers posting their 
CVs (Christenssen, 2010). 
Media / Medium – mode of communication (visual, tactile, auditory, etc.) (Chandler, 2002). 
Millennials – individuals of Generation Y born during 1981 or later (Rovner, 2013; Taylor & 
Keeter, 2010). 
Multichannel – using numerous channels of communication to reach an audience (Rovner, 
2013). 
Social Media - forms of electronic communication (such as websites for social networking and 
microblogging) through which users create online communities to share information, 
ideas, personal messages, and other content (such as videos) (Merriam Webster, 2020) 
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Twitter – the brand name of a social media service and website where registered users may post 
text that is limited to a certain number of characters, as well as links, photos, or videos. 
(Dictionary.com) 
Limitations 
This study cannot generalize the preferred communications methods of a similar 
population for other universities because of geographical, cultural, and experiential factors. 
Another limitation of the study could potentially be the response rate. Email addresses secured 
from AAA were used to contact the sample. However, not all emails were still in use; therefore, 
the total number of participants in the sample was lowered. 
A unique limitation facing this study was the COVID-19 (Coronavirus) pandemic. 
Potential challenges may face this study because of the financial status of the United States, job 
status of participants, and the impact of social distancing guidelines on the researcher and the 
committee. Furthermore, University of Arkansas COVID-19 policies may impact the visibility 
and accessibility of the researcher and his committee. 
Beyond, COVID-19, the years 2020 and 2021, in the United States presented novel 
challenges. In June of 2020, civil, racial, and political unrest began because of the murders of 
unarmed African Americans, including Ahmaud Arbery, George Floyd, and Breonna Taylor; and 
the 2020 Presidential election occurred. This unrest and political climate could cause the 
population to respond in an unfocused manner as national and world issues may impact personal 
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Assumptions 
The following assumptions existed in this study: 
1. The instrument used to collect AECT young alumni’s preferred methods of 
communication as it relates to financial giving was a reliable and valid form of 
measurement. 
2. AECT young alumni were honest when responding to the survey regarding 
preferred methods of communication, preferences for giving, and giving plans as 
it relates to financial giving. 
3. AECT young alumni did not allow personal biases to impact how they self-
reported their communications preferences. 
4. AECT young alumni spent enough time carefully considering survey responses. 
5. All emails provided via the AAA database are up-to-date and valid.




The topics of fundraising, development, and communications and how they each interact 
with land-grant universities has been previously researched (Anthony, 2014), but never has 
research been conducted that explores communications preferences of AFLS young alumni 
(2008-2018 graduates) been conducted. A lack of published data on which events best cultivate 
brand community among university alumni and current students exists. This chapter will present 
past research related to land-grant universities, university funding, and alumni associations. 
Conceptual Framework 
Land-Grant History 
In 1862, the first Morill Act was passed, leading to the establishment of land-grant 
colleges. The act provided each state with federal lands which were to be sold as a source of 
support for colleges of agriculture and mechanical arts (Association of Public Land-Grant 
Universities (APLU), 2020). Abraham Lincoln, who was president in 1862 said, “[t]he land-
grant university system [was] being built on behalf of the people, who [had] invested in these 
public universities their hopes, their support, and their confidence” (Campbell, 1995, p. 18). The 
law allowed all Americans to have access to education and curriculum focused on agriculture, 
military tactics, and the mechanic arts as well as classical studies. Today each state has at least 
one land-grant institution (APLU, 2020). Due to research activity, expectations, and other needs, 
Land-Grant Universities are spending more money than non-Land-Grant institutions. Therefore, 
a history and background of Land-Grants provide valuable insight to this study. 
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University Funding 
State appropriations for higher education have exponentially declined since 1978 and 
experts predict that this downward trend will continue. Beyond declining state budgets, higher 
education institutions in nearly every state face challenges due to competing state budget 
demands, state tax increase limitations, and growing state structural deficits between revenues 
and expenses” (Ropp, 2014). Further, Ropp (2014) explains that cost increases are needed for 
universities to maintain competitiveness. Universities must account for the cost of benefits, 
information technology, and the increasing cost of financial aid. For these reasons, there is an 
increased need for private financial support.  
Other funding for higher education institutions became available in 2020. “The 
Coronavirus Aid, Relief and Economic Security Act, or CARES Act, was passed by Congress 
and signed into law to provide economic relief from COVID-19” (University of Arkansas, 2020). 
A component of the CARES Act created the Higher Education Emergency Relief fund and 
allocated funding for schools to use for financial aid grants to students for expenses related to the 
COVID-19. Funding was distributed at the University of Arkansas based on student’s Free 
Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) status. The University of Arkansas distributed 
more than $7.7 million from the CARES Act (University of Arkansas, 2020). CARES Act 
funding was a temporary relief package and will not be sustained over time. Having a strong 
understanding of university funding applies to this study as the goal is to understand how to best 
communicate with young alumni to increase the total amount of dollars raised for an institution. 
Agricultural Industry Evolution 
From 1945 to 1970 a revolution in agricultural technology increased yields and allowed 
producers to evolve their operations into more capital-intensive farms (United State Department 
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of Agriculture, 2000). Per the USDA’s agricultural history timeline, major changes have 
occurred in agriculture just in the last century alone, agriculture is constantly changing. For 
example, many of the earliest versions of tractors were powered by steam, coal, or straw 
(National Museum of American History, 2018). Currently, tractors can complete tasks based of 
global positioning systems (GPS) (CBS News, 2015). 
The University of Arkansas’s Division of Agriculture’s Cooperative Extension Service’s 
(UAEX) mission is to “strengthen agriculture, communities, and families by connecting trusted 
research to the adoption of best practices” (UAEX, 2020). For financial success, businesses and 
producers must rely on the most up-to-date and efficient systems available (UAEX, 2020) 
Because technology is constantly changing, funding is needed for land-grant universities to stay 
relevant and up-to-date on modern practices. The same philosophy applies to students who will 
become business owners, producers, and processors involved in the agricultural, food, and life 
sciences supply chain. Because agricultural, food, and life science practices are consistently 
changing and government funding has exponentially decreased, the need for increased private 
donations for land-grant universities to maintain competitiveness and effectiveness is strong. 
Alumni Associations 
Alumni are the only stakeholders of a university that have a “lifelong relationship” with 
the institution and that seek to uphold the image and reputation of the institution for their degrees 
to maintain value (Webb, 1989). “The concept of alumni relations dates back to 1792 when Yale 
alumni designed an organization tied to class structures to communicate and inform alumni” 
(McAdoo, 2010, p. 11). McAdoo (2010) further explained that alumni associations exist so 
former students can continuously be informed and called upon for loyal and generous support. 
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Arkansas Alumni Association 
The University of Arkansas’ Arkansas Alumni Association (AAA) is a network of over 
150,000 members. The Arkansas Alumni Association, Inc. founded in 1878, “is a not-for-profit, 
membership-based organization that seeks to connect alumni, friends and students to the 
University of Arkansas and each other. The Association is housed in the Janelle Y. Hembree 
Alumni House which is strategically situated on campus across from Donald W. Reynolds 
Razorback Stadium” (AAA, 2020). The AAA is involved in the procurement of financial support 
for the University of Arkansas, Homecoming, establishing scholarships and more (AAA, 2020). 
Benefits of joining the AAA include:  
• Local, online, and nationwide perks 
• A portion of membership dues goes to fund over $1 million in scholarships 
• Connection to your local chapter 
• Invites to Arkansas Alumni events 
• Membership in any relevant societies 
• Access to Handshake, “the ultimate career networking & recruitment platform” 
(AAA, 2020) 
Membership rates are $55 annually or potential members can purchase a life membership for 
$1,000 (AAA,2020). Fifteen “Alumni Societies” are associated with the AAA. They include 
societies related to a variety of majors, colleges, RSO’s, ethnicities, geographical location, and 
social causes (AAA, 2020).  
Bumpers College Alumni 
Chartered in 1995 by the AAA the Bumpers College Alumni Society was founded by 
college supporters and alumni. The Society operates under the structure and regulations of the 
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AAA. The society also emulates the same goals and initiatives of the AAA for members of the 
AFLS family. Membership provides benefits in addition to the preexisting AAA membership 
benefits including special Bumpers College communications, networking opportunities, student 
recruitment opportunities, sponsor programs, and invitations to College events (Anthony, 2014). 
Events of the Bumpers College Alumni Society include tailgates, dinners, luncheons, as well as 
events closely connected to Razorback Athletics events (M. Wilton, personal communication, 
2020).  
Typically, young alumni participate less than older generations when it comes to giving 
and philanthropy, but the young alumni population is too large to be ignored (Billings, 2009).  
Monks (2003, p. 123) said, “Identifying young alumni who are more likely to give and 
encouraging them to do so, even in modest dollar amounts, may have significant lifetime giving 
effects.” Therefore, young millennial alumni must be a focus of university development offices. 
The potential for sustained giving is present and the population must be groomed for future 
philanthropic opportunities such as donations, volunteerism, and development work themselves. 
The Millennial Generation 
Born between 1981 and 1996 (Pew Research Center, 2019), members of the Millennial 
Generation are “digital natives” (Prensky, 2001). A digital native is defined by Prensky as 
someone who is a “native speaker” of the digital language of computers, video games and the 
Internet. Monumental moments in the lives of Millennials are globalism, the September 11th 
attacks, and the Internet age (DeVaney, 2015). The age range for millennials is 24 – 39. 
Communications and Technology Practices Related to Millennials 
With Millennials being dubbed “digital natives” (Prensky, 2001), it is strategically 
beneficial for development offices to alter their approach when soliciting this generation for 
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donations. The Millennial Generation, due to the impact of social media, is increasingly 
connected (Gibson, 2014) with an average daily screen time of 205 minutes (Simple Texting, 
2019). Gibson (2014) also suggested that Millennials were so attached to technological devices 
that they would rather give up their sense of smell than be separated from the device. Other 
conclusions drawn about the Millennial Generation are that growing up in an all-technological 
environment has allowed Millennials to become excellent multitaskers and can even operate 
multiple devices at once (Gibson, 2014). 
Sweeney (2006) said that Millennials love and expect communication mobility and to 
remain in constant communication. (Sweeney, 2006). With technology further developing and 
evolving every day (Gibson, 2014), development offices at colleges and universities must 
increase their adaptability to engage the Millennial Generation; especially considering 
Millennials’ ability to technologically adapt at a higher rate than previous generations. 
Millennials and Willingness to Give 
According to McAlexander et al. (2016), where individuals 65 years and older 
[“Boomers”] along with individuals 30 years and younger [“Millennials”] were more likely to 
respond “yes” when asked about making a financial contribution within the next year. However, 
the younger generation was twice as likely to respond “yes” than the older generation when 
asked if they would consider including their alma mater in their will or estate plan. Furthermore, 
McAlexander et al. (2016) found the younger “Millennial Generation” was more likely than 
“Boomers” to attend athletic games, lectures, and to participate in volunteer opportunities hosted 
by the academic institution. This study raises the question of whether millennials are willing and 
able to give.  
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Communications and Technology Practices Related to Financial Giving 
Friend-raising, “a philosophical shift, recognizing that friends made today contribute 
funds needed tomorrow” (Roueche et al., 2005). Throughout history, development and external 
relations offices have utilized face-to-face communications to secure financial gifts for post-
secondary education institutions. However, with the introduction of 21st century technologies 
such as donor database systems, social media, and data processing programs, development 
offices have drastically shifted their approach to fundraising (C. Johnson, personal 
communication, 2020).  
Development offices still utilize face-to-face communications, especially for major gift 
solicitation but now more than ever, online giving platforms, student call centers, and other 
alternate forms of communication and technology are being utilized by collegiate giving offices 
(C. Johnson, personal communication, 2020). Magazines, flyers, and mail are also all used for 
funding solicitations. Constant Contact is an example of a company that allows fundraising and 
development offices to engage alumni, donors, and others via email marketing (Constant 
Contact, 2020). Programs such as Donor Perfect allow offices to maintain a detailed donor 
management system (Donor Perfect, 2020). The integration of more digital fundraising practices 
communicates the evolution of the industry. 
Funding Solicitation 
G. David Gearhart, former chancellor of the University of Arkansas, outlined eight steps 
to a major campaign gift. The steps, while written to help campaign fundraisers, applies to nearly 
any fundraising solicitation (Gearheart, 2005). Gearhart urgers fundraisers to first identify the 
prospective donor. This process includes determining whether the individual has the capacity to 
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make the requested gift. “Do we know the prospects’ financial base? Do we know the prospect’s 
standard of living? What causes us to believe that the prospect in question can make a six- or 
seven-figure gift” are all questions that Gearhart encourages fundraisers to ask themselves 
(Gearhart, 2005, p.3). 
Next, the steps to solicit donations included researching and qualifying the prospect, 
development of a cultivation and solicitation strategy, involving the potential benefactor in the 
life of your organization. Next a development officer should finalize the evaluation, size of the 
request, and the proposal. This leads them to making the ask, soliciting the prospect, closing the 
gift, and acknowledgment, stewardship, recognition of the donation. (Gearhart, 2005). 
Gearhart emphasized that the solicitation process required patience and persistence. He 
also described donation solicitation as a process that required thoughtfulness, planning, and 
commitment. Gearhart stated not asking for a gift as a major mistake in fundraising. (Gearhart, 
2005) 
Branding and Brand Communities 
A brand is defined as a name, term, sign, symbol, design, or combination of these which 
builds an organization’s identity by communicating its services and setting it apart from 
competitors (Kotler, 1991). A common marketing institution that forms its own brand 
community are universities and colleges (McAlexander et al., 2006). Educational institutions 
seemingly offer only intangible products such as knowledge, but through branded merchandise 
and community spirit, a university’s brand is upheld by its strong base of consumers 
(McAlexander et al., 2006). “A brand community is the product of social relationships among 
users of a brand, regardless of their geographical location, who recognize their commonality and 
who share rituals, traditions, and a sense of responsibility toward the brand” (Muniz and 
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O’Guinn 2001, p. 412). Attending homecoming celebrations, football games, and other 
university events solidifies the definition above (McAlexander et al., 2006). 
McAlexander et al. (2016) found in relation to alumni willingness to give, more 
individuals [regardless of cohort] who attended Eastern University were likely to answer “yes” to 
survey questions regarding fundraising than those who attended Western University. 
McAlexander continued to state because of the causation for the higher “yes” answers from 
Eastern University were due to Eastern University having a higher level of brand community 
components than that of Western University. The study also noted that brand community was 
higher for institutions with alumni who have higher levels of affinity for the school. Brands at 
the University of Arkansas could be different colleges, registered student organizations (RSO), 
alumni associations/chapters, and athletic teams. Affinity is the “subjective preferences 
connected to the institution” (Gallo, 2012, p. 50) that are developed during a student’s tenure on 
campus and beyond as an alumnus of the institution. Affinity can impact an individual’s 
connection to the brand community. 
Theoretical Framework  
The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) focus 
on individual motivational factors that determine the likelihood of performing specific behaviors 
(Barry, 2016). The TRA was developed by Martin Fishbein in 1967. The TRA focuses on 
attitudes toward an object and attitudes toward a behavior with respect to that object (Fishbein et 
al., 1992). Later, Fishbein and Icek Ajzen worked together in the 1970s to extend the TRA and 
develop the TPB (Fishbein et al., 1992). As seen in Figure 1 below, The TRA begins with the 
following components: behavior beliefs, outcomes evaluation, normative beliefs, and motivation 
to comply. An individual’s “behavior beliefs” and “outcomes evaluation” contribute towards 
 17  
their “attitude toward behavior.” Likewise, “normative beliefs” and “motivation to comply” 
contribute to “subjective norms.” Next, “attitude toward behavior” and “subjective norms” 
contribute to “behavioral intention,” which leads to the final step of the final behavior. 
 
Figure 1. Theory of Reasoned Action. (Fishbein, 1967) 
The TRA differs most from the TPB as it does not include behavioral controls as a 
determining factor of intentions or behavior (Ajzen, 2020). When the TRA was developed it 
was believed that individuals have control over behavior of interest. Under that belief, the 
behavioral control is unimportant and the TPB is minimized to the TRA (Ajzen, 2020).  
The TPB identifies many components. First, the individual’s attitude toward the 
behavior; “the degree to which performance of the behavior is positively or negatively valued.” 
Next is the subjective norm which is defined as, “the perceived social pressure to engage or not 
to engage in behavior.” The concept of an individual’s perceived behavioral control is also 
included in the TPB and is defined as, “people’s perceptions of their ability to perform a given 
behavior” (Ajzen, 2020). 
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Intention is the next step which evaluates a person’s preparedness to conduct a certain 
behavior and is thought to be the component that happens before the behavior (Ajzen, 2020). 
The above components determine the individual’s final behavior. Behavior is defined by Ajzen 
as the observable response in a scenario with acknowledgment of a specific goal (Ajzen, 2020). 
 
Figure 2. Theory of Planned Behavior. (Ajzen, 1985) 
The TPB applies to this study as it attempts to determine the end behavior (giving) of 
AFLS young alumni. The attitudes toward the behavior of giving will be identified as well as 
the subjective norms; the attitudes and perceptions of the population of giving to AFLS. The 
researcher will gauge the perceived behavioral control and giving intentions of AFLS young 
alumni. This, along with better understanding which communication methods best engage the 
population, will guide the AFLS development office in creating solicitation plans targeted 
toward AFLS young alumni. The TPB may demonstrate the need for the AECT Department to 
further develop the cultural attitude of giving amongst young alumni. 
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Summary 
The first Morill Act was signed into law in 1862 and created the first of many land-grant 
colleges (APLU, 2020). However, since 1978, state appropriations for higher education have 
steadily declined, and scholars forecast that this trend will continue far into the future (Ropp, 
2014). Combined with a decrease in state appropriated funding and an increased need for 
workers in a growing and evolving agricultural industry, colleges of agriculture such as AFLS 
must rely on outside sources of funding to continue its work (APLU, 2019).  
Organizations such as alumni associations exist to inform former students and call upon 
them when needed (McAdoo, 2010). But with changing times and new generations becoming 
alumni themselves evaluation of the approach in which development offices communicate with 
the Millennial Generation is necessary to maintain competitiveness, resources, and further 
develop a strong brand community for institution alumni. The Theories of Reasoned Action and 
Planned Behavior allow for the connection between attitudes and behaviors. These theories set a 
strong foundation for this study because the researcher will be evaluating communications 
preferences of AFLS young alumni as it pertains to financial giving. The more AFLS can learn 
about this population’s attitudes towards financial giving, communications methods, and their 
engagement in the brand community, the more effective the office of development and external 
relations can be when targeting this population for donations, resources, and time. 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
Restatement of Problem 
Alumni are considered by development offices to be the most loyal supporters of an 
institution (Muller, 1986). Further, young alumni, those who graduated from 2008-2018, are the 
most recently engaged population of potential supporters who fully qualify as members of the 
Millennial Generation. Understanding young alumni and how they wish to be communicated 
with about financial giving is vital for development officers to know when preparing for “the 
ask.” Magazines, e-mails, social media, and face-to-face interactions are all used to engage this 
population, but most preferred and most effective method of securing donations and support 
from young alumni is unknown. Empirical data on the communication preferences of alumni is 
not well-published. 
Restatement of the Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to describe the most effective and preferred 
communications methods of young Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology 
Department alumni (2008-2018 graduates) to encourage initial and consistent financial giving. 
The study also attempted to identify the impact of brand community on AECT development 
income. The researcher conducted a quantitative non-experimental survey design. 
Restatement of Research Objectives 
The following research questions were created based on the literature and guided this 
study. 
1. Describe the desired communications methods of AECT young alumni. 
2. Describe content that influences AECT young alumni willingness to give. 
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3. Describe the relationship between AECT young alumni on-campus experiences and 
their willingness to give. 
4. Describe the average dollar amount young alumni can contribute to AECT. 
Design of the Study 
This study followed a quantitative research design that consisted of an electronic survey 
to gather data for interpretation. The survey, facilitated via Qualtrics, was used to identify 
communications preferences of AECT young alumni when receiving information related to 
financial giving as well as any correlation between high levels of affinity for an individual’s 
alma mater and their financial contribution to the institution. This time span of graduates was 
selected as it best represented the Millennial population. According to Creswell (2014), “survey 
research provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a 
population by studying a sample of that population” (p. 13). 
Subjects 
All research involving human subjects must be reviewed and approved by the 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). This requirement is mandatory under the University of 
Arkansas policies and federal regulations. This study received approval from the IRB and the 
study was granted the following approval number: 2011296335. All IRB materials can be found 
in Appendix A. 
The population, consisting of 2008-2018 AECT graduates, was selected as it contained 
only members of the Millennial Generation. The population also contained graduates who have 
had to time to find a career, which allows the opportunity to consider financial giving. 
The population was contacted via email and addresses were obtained from a database 
provided by the Arkansas Alumni Association. An initial solicitation to participate in the study 
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was sent to the population on March 18, 2021, via email. A second solicitation email was 
distributed by the AAA on March 25, 2021. A third solicitation email was sent to the population 
on April 8, 2021. The data collection period ended on April 15, 2021. A total of 157 emails were 
collected by the AAA and all 157 individuals of this population were solicited for survey 
participation. The target sample size is 48 individuals: a 30.5% response rate. This desired 
sample size is calculated by having a population of 157 along with a confidence level of 90% 
with a 10% margin of error. See Appendix C for copies of the emails that were sent to all 
participants. 
Instrumentation 
The researcher-developed instrument (Appendix B) was used based off the research 
objectives as to achieve the study’s goals as well as the conceptual and theoretical frameworks 
most effectively. To establish validity, cognitive interviews were conducted to refine the 
questionnaire. Three participants were selected who were close to the population but not 
members of it. These individuals provided feedback on grammar and formatting, and 
cohesiveness of the instrument. The instrument also went through a face validity process. During 
this process, the instrument was reviewed by the researcher’s committee which consisted of 
communications, research, and development experts. 
A pilot study was conducted to ensure the instruments reliability from 3/3/21 to 3/15/21. 
Individuals were contacted who were recent AECT graduates or expected AECT graduates for 
the Spring 2021 semester. Students and alumni of all AECT concentrations and genders were 
contacted. The pilot study was completed with 14 individuals taking the pilot study survey twice. 
A Cronbach's Alpha test was conducted to determine the reliability of all factors examined in this 
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study. The instrument had a coefficient of stability of r = 0.99, therefore requiring no questions 
to be removed from the final survey. 
Procedures for Data Collection 
A Qualtrics survey link was emailed to every email address, for AECT young alumni 
who graduated from 2008-2018, and distributed by the AAA. The survey was designed to only 
allow participants who matched the population description to ensure accuracy and reliability.  
Questions 10 and 11 addressed research objective one which aimed to describe the 
desired communications methods of AECT young alumni. Questions 14, 17, and 29 addressed 
research objective two which aimed to describe content that influences AECT young alumni’s’ 
willingness to give. Questions 1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 14, 28, 29, 32, 34, 35, 36, and 37 addressed research 
objective three, which aimed to describe the relationship between AECT young alumni’s on-
campus & alumni experiences and their willingness to give. Lastly, question 17 addressed 
research objective four, which aimed to describe the average dollar amount young alumni can 
contribute to AECT. 
Data Analysis Procedures 
Survey data was analyzed using the SAS version 9.4. Frequencies and comparative 
statistics were used to draw accurate conclusions and provide a thoughtful and informational 
report to the AECT Department to shape fundraising and development practices. 
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Chapter 4 
Results 
As we know, alumni are considered by development offices to be the most loyal 
supporters of an institution (Muller, 1986). We also know that graduates from 2008-2018 are the 
most recent graduates of the AECT department who fully qualify as members of the Millennial 
Generation (Pew Research Center, 2019). Understanding young alumni and how they wish to be 
communicated with about financial giving is vital for development officers to know when 
preparing for donation solicitation. Understanding young alumni preferences as well as how on-
campus experiences impact future giving can also guide programmatic decisions of 
administrators, faculty, and staff. 
The purpose of this study was to describe the most effective and preferred 
communications methods of young Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology 
Department alumni (graduates from 2008-2018) to encourage initial and consistent financial 
giving. The study also identified the impact of brand community on AECT development income. 
Further this study is guided by the following objectives: 
1. Describe the desired communications methods of AECT young alumni. 
2. Describe content that influences AECT young alumni willingness to give. 
3. Describe the relationship between AECT young alumni on-campus experiences and 
their willingness to give. 
4. Describe the average dollar amount young alumni can contribute to AECT. 
This chapter contains a summary of the results and the research objectives addressed in 
this study. The data collection procedure consisted of an electronic online survey. Results of the 
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data analysis as related to the stated research objectives are presented and discussed. Finally, a 
summary is presented to provide an overview of the results. 
Summary of the Study 
This study examined the relationships between brand community and AECT young 
alumni financial giving. The study also explored the most preferred methods of communication 
of AECT young alumni. The significance of this study is that past research on this topic has not 
been extensive nor focused particularly on young, millennial alumni of the AECT Department. 
This study will provide AECT Department faculty and staff with insight on the preferences of 
young alumni as well as the experiences that influence future financial giving and develop a 
brand community. Further, this study will inform faculty, staff, and development officers of 
similar academic departments, colleges, and universities when interacting with related 
populations.  
This study consisted of a population of 157 AECT Department graduates between the 
years of 2008 and 2018. A total of 54 members of the population responded, creating a response 
rate of 34.4%. The study utilized census sampling as all individuals meeting the demographic 
requirements within the AAA database were contacted. Email solicitations were sent to the 
population on March 18, 2021 followed by a second and third solicitation on March 25 and April 
6, 2021. The participants took a quantitative survey via Qualtrics.  
Data Collection Results 
Due to limitations of utilizing the AAA database, study results can only serve as a 
generalization of the total population. A total of 54 survey responses were received for the study 
representing 34.4% participation rate of the target population.  
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RO1: Describe the desired communications methods of AECT young alumni. 
The first research objective of this study was to describe the desired communications 
methods of AECT young alumni. Several questions on the survey instrument produced responses 
that related to this objective. Table 1 includes data from question 10 which shows subject’s 
preferred method of receiving information from the AECT Department. The following 
information provided context to the AECT Department about how young alumni prefer to be 
communicated with. Participants were asked to rank their responses in order from most preferred 
to least preferred. 
Table 1 
Question 1: Methods of Communication Ranked as 
Respondents Most Preferred Method of Communication. 
Method ƒ % 
E-Mail 15 28.3 
Links to Online Giving 12 22.64 
Social Media 9 16.98 
Text Message 6 11.32 
Mail 4 7.55 
Face-to-Face 3 5.66 
Phone 4 7.55 
 
The method of communication that respondents (n=15) ranked as their most preferred 
method was “E-Mail.” The method of communication respondents (n=12) ranked second-most 
was “Links to Online Giving.” However, “Social Media” was ranked the third most-preferred 
method of communication overall.  
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Respondents were also asked by whom they would most prefer to be solicited for a 
donation by. Question 11, represented via the table below, was analyzed by determining the 
frequencies for each option chosen. 
Table 2 
Question 11: Most Preferred Donation Solicitor 
Method ƒ % 
No Preference 24 44.44 
Student 11 20.37 
Faculty Member 9 16.67 
Alumni Association 3 5.56 
Development Officer 3 5.56 
Department Head 2 3.7 
Other 2 3.7 
 
The highest frequency of respondents indicated they have no preference of who they 
were solicited by (n=24). However, the second most preferred solicitor was students (n=11) 
meaning that respondents specifically want to be asked for a donation by a student of the 
department. The next most preferred individual was a faculty member. 
Two respondents selected the other option. One respondent said they specifically wanted 
to be solicited for a donation by Dr. Donald M. Johnson, Professor in the AECT Department. 
Another participant selected other but said “One of my faculty members I had in college.” While 
both individuals selected other, they responded with the indication that they prefer a faculty 
member to solicit them for a donation.  
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RO2: Describe content that influences AECT young alumni willingness to give. 
The second research objective of this study was to describe content that influences AECT 
young alumni willingness to give. Questions 29, 14, and 17 addressed this objective and 
provided the following results. Question 31, asking respondents to describe their engagement 
with AECT Department social media, was compared to the questions above related to 
willingness to give. 
Table 3 
Participant’s Willingness to Give Compared to Their Self-Reported Level of Engagement with 
AECT Social Media Accounts 














Daily 1 2 0 0 0 
Weekly 3 9 4 0 0 
Monthly 5 8 1 3 0 
Every Six 
Months 0 2 4 1 1 
At Least 
Once Yearly 1 2 1 0 0 
Never 0 0 2 2 2 
 
Table 3 displays respondent’s engagement with AECT social media and their self-
identified willingness to give rating. Per the table, most respondents said they read AECT 
Department social media at least once per month and were at least somewhat willing to 
financially give to the department (n=28). As stated in the table, as social media engagement 
decreased, so did respondent’s willingness to give. For example, less respondents who said they 
engaged with AECT social media every six months or less were at least somewhat willing to 
give (n=5) when compared to those who engaged with AECT social media more frequently. 
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Next, participants social media engagement with AECT social media accounts was 
compared to their rank of the AECT Department in their self-reported philanthropic priorities.  
Table 4 
Respondent’s Self-Reported Rank of AECT as a Philanthropic Priority Compared to Their level 
of Engagement with AECT Social Media Accounts 
 AECT Department’s Rank in Participants  
Top Three Philanthropic Priorities 
Social Media 














Daily 1 1 1 0 0 
Weekly 1 8 6 1 0 
Monthly 0 7 5 2 3 
Every Six Months 0 2 3 1 2 
At Least Once 
Yearly 0 1 2 1 0 
Never 0 0 0 5 6 
 
As seen in Table 4, 38.9 % participants said the AECT Department was at least in their 
top three philanthropic priorities regardless of social media engagement. More specifically, when 
looking at respondents who engage with AECT social media at least once per month, 18 
respondents said that AECT was in their top three priorities or their top priority.  
RO3: Describe the relationship between AECT young alumni on-campus experiences and 
their willingness to give. 
The third research objective described the relationship between AECT young alumni on-
campus & alumni experiences and their willingness to give. The following data was collected to 






Participant’s Satisfaction of AECT Extra-Curricular Experiences Compared to Their Self-Reported Levels of Engagement with AECT 
Social Media Accounts 













Extremely Willing 0 0 0 2 3 5 
Somewhat Willing 0 1 2 1 14 5 
Neither Willing nor 




Somewhat Unwilling 0 2 0 1 3 0 
Extremely Unwilling 1 0 1 0 0 1 
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The table above compared participants’ willingness to give to their satisfaction rating of 
their extra-curricular activities (these were not specific to AECT) while an AECT student. As 
noted above, most participants (n=28) said they were somewhat dissatisfied with their extra-
curricular activities as an AECT student. However, of the respondents who said they were 
somewhat dissatisfied, 14 of them said they were still somewhat willing to give to the 
department. However, of those 28 participants, 11 said they were either unwilling (n=8) or 
somewhat unwilling (n=3) to give. Twelve participants said they were strongly dissatisfied with 
their extra-curricular activities. 
Next, question 29, which gauged willingness to give was compared to the participant’s 
self-reported level of involvement.  
Table 6 
Participant’s Self-Reported Level of Involvement in On-Campus Activities 
Compared to their Willingness to Give. 
 Participant Self-Reported Level of Involvement in On-Campus 
Activities 









Extremely Willing 4 1 1 4 
Somewhat Willing 5 3 6 9 
Neither Willing nor 
Unwilling 2 2 4 4 
Somewhat Unwilling 0 1 2 3 
Extremely Unwilling 0 1 2 0 
 
The table above reports that most respondents had low involvement or no involvement at 
all (n=35). However, of those 35 participants, 20 said they were somewhat willing (n=15) or 
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extremely willing to give (n=5). The same number of participants who reported low or no 
involvement at all also said that they were either extremely involved or slightly involved (n=5).  
Next, participants were asked whether they proudly owned and wore Razorback clothing. 
This question was compared to the participant’s willingness to give to see if brand community is 
connected to willingness to give. 
Table 7 
Participant’s Ownership of U of A and/or AECT Clothing Compared to Their Willingness to 
Give 
 I proudly own University of Arkansas and/or AECT 
Department clothing, accessories, etc. (hats, shirts, 
stickers, buttons, etc.) 
Willingness to Give Yes No 
Extremely Willing 8 2 
Somewhat Willing 16 7 
Neither Willing nor Unwilling 7 5 
Somewhat Unwilling 4 1 
Extremely Unwilling 1 2 
 
Respondents who answered “yes” to question six (n=36) indicated they do proudly own 
Razorback clothing. Seventeen respondents said they do not proudly own Razorback clothing. 
Most participants who reported that they did proudly own Razorback clothing were at least 
somewhat willing to give to the AECT Department (n=24). Only two respondents who said they 
do not proudly own Razorback apparel were extremely willing to give compared to eight 




The following table is a comparison of participants willingness to give and their self-
reported agreement with the following statement, “If I were making a decision today about 






Participant’s Level of Agreement with Provided Statement Compared to Their Willingness to Give 
 Agreement/Disagreement with, “If I were making a decision today about where to attend college, I 
would still choose the AECT Department.” 












Extremely Willing 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 
Somewhat Willing 11 7 4 0 1 0 0 
Neither Willing nor 
Unwilling 2 5 3 0 0 1 1 
Somewhat Unwilling 0 1 2 1 0 2 0 




The above table shows that most respondents said they somewhat agreed, agreed, or 
strongly agreed with the statement (n=46). Of those 46 respondents, 32 were either extremely 
willing or somewhat willing to give to the AECT Department. 
To better gauge the connection between brand community and willingness to give the 
researcher compared willingness to give data to how many university events the participants said 
they attend on in a traditional year.  
Table 9 
Participant’s Attendance at U of A Events Compared to Their Willingness to Give 
 Participant Attendance at University of Arkansas Sponsored 
Events 
Willingness to Give 16 to 20  11 to 15  6 to 10 1 to 5 None 
Extremely Willing 1 0 1 6 2 
Somewhat Willing 1 1 4 9 8 
Neither Willing nor 
Unwilling 0 2 0 3 7 
Somewhat Unwilling 0 0 0 3 3 
Extremely Unwilling 0 0 0 1 2 
 
The table above shows that most participants (n=44) attend 1-5 or no events annually. Of 
those participants, 25 reported that they were somewhat willing to give (n = 17) or extremely 
willing to give (n=8). 
To further establish an understanding of the potential connection between brand 
community and willingness to give, participant’s parent or guardian giving history was 
considered. The researcher wanted to know if there was a connection between the participant’s 






Participant’s Parent/Guardian College Attendance Status Compared to Their Willingness to 
Give 
 Participant’s Parent/Guardian College Attendance Status 
Willingness to Give Yes No 
Parents/Guardians 
Did Not Attend 
College 
Prefer Not to 
Respond 
Extremely Willing 1 5 3 1 
Somewhat Willing 2 13 6 2 
Neither Willing nor Unwilling 1 5 5 1 
Somewhat Unwilling 0 1 3 2 
Extremely Unwilling 0 1 1 1 
 
Table 10 compares participant’s willingness to give compared to whether their 
parent/guardians give to their alma maters. 46.3% of respondents said their parents/guardians do 
not contribute financially to their alma maters. However, over 25% of those participants said 
they were somewhat willing or extremely willing to give. Further, 18 respondents (33.33%) 
reported that their parents/guardians did not attend college at all. Four participants said their 
parents/guardians give back to their alma maters, but only three out of those four are either 
somewhat willing or extremely willing to give. 
RO4: Describe the average dollar amount young alumni can contribute to AECT. 
The fourth and final research objective describes the average dollar amount young alumni 
can contribute to AECT. The following data establishes AECT young alumni’s preferences 







Question 17: Donation Dollar Amount Participants Can 
Currently Donate to the AECT Department 
Method ƒ % 
Less than $100 29 53.7 
$100 - $499 16 29.63 
Other 9 16.67 
 
Most participants (n=29) reported that they could currently donate less than $100. 
29.63% of respondents said they could currently donate $100 - $499.  
Nine participants selected “other.” One participant who selected “other” said, “I am 
paying on $45k student loans… good luck.” Another said, “I cannot afford to donate money.” 
Other participants said, “0,” “None,” or “NA.”  
Chapter Summary 
This chapter discussed a summary of this study and the results of the data analysis 
addressed in each research objective. The findings identified the most preferred methods of 
communication of AECT alumni as well as the relationship between brand community and 
willingness to give. 
From the findings, it can be determined that the most preferred methods of 
communication of young alumni are “E-Mail” (n=15) and “Links to Online Giving” (n=12). 
Further, most respondents indicated that they have no preference of who they are solicited by 
(n=24) and the second most preferred solicitor was students (n=11).  It can also be determined 
the more engaged the participant was with AECT social media, the more likely they were to be 
higher on the willingness to give scale. 
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While most participants said they were somewhat dissatisfied with their extra-curricular 
activities (not limited to AECT offered activities) as an AECT student (n=28), of the students 
who said they were somewhat dissatisfied, 14 of them said they were still somewhat willing to 
give to the department. Of the respondents who reported low involvement or no involvement at 
all (n=35), 20 said they were somewhat willing (n=15) or extremely willing (n=5) to give. 
It can also be determined that participants who own and wear Razorback apparel (n=36) 
were more willing to give. Most participants who reported that they did wear Razorback clothing 
were at least somewhat willing to give to the AECT Department (n=24). 
Further, it can be determined that young alumni who hold the AECT Department in high 
regard are more likely to be somewhat or extremely willing to give.  Of the 46 respondents who 
somewhat agreed, agreed, or strongly agreed that they would still choose to attend the AECT 





Conclusions & Recommendations 
Summary of the Study 
This study examined the relationships between brand community and AECT young 
alumni financial giving. The study also explored the most preferred methods of communication 
of AECT young alumni. This study will provide AECT Department faculty and staff with insight 
on the preferences of young alumni as well as the experiences that influence future financial 
giving and develop a brand community.  
This study consisted of a population of 157 2008 – 2018 graduates of the AECT 
Department. A total of 54 members of the population participated in the study. The collected 
data was analyzed on Friday, May 7, 2021 using SAS version 9.4. Frequencies and comparative 
frequencies were used to develop conclusions and recommendations.  
Conclusions 
RO1: Describe the desired communications methods of AECT young alumni. 
Millennials are dubbed “digital natives” (Prensky, 2001), with an average daily screen 
time of 205 minutes (Simple Texting, 2019). Therefore, literature supports that the finding for 
“E-Mail” (n=15) as the preferred method of communication. Furthermore, the method of 
communication respondents ranked as second was “Links to Online Giving” (n=12). Both 
preferred methods are online and easily accessible via mobile devices. These results are 
supported by the literature as well because we know that Millennials love and expect 
communication mobility and to remain in constant communication (Sweeney, 2006). 
But from whom will the online solicitation be from? Most respondents indicated that they 
have no preference of who they are solicited by (n=24). However, the second most preferred 
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solicitor was students (n=11) meaning that respondents specifically want to be asked for a 
donation by a student of the department. The next most preferred solicitor was a department 
faculty member.  
RO2: Describe content that influences AECT young alumni willingness to give. 
Most respondents said they read AECT Department social media at least once per month 
and were at least somewhat willing to financially give to the department. As social media 
engagement decreased, respondents had decreased willingness to give. This result aligns with the 
literature because developing technology requires development offices to use social media as a 
development tool to better connect with the Millennial Generation (Gibson, 2014). 
In contrast with willingness to give ratings, most respondents said that the AECT 
Department was in their top three philanthropic priorities regardless of social media engagement. 
More specifically, when looking at respondents who engage with AECT social media at least 
once per month, most respondents said AECT was in their top three priorities or their top 
priority. 
RO3: Describe the relationship between AECT young alumni on-campus experiences and 
their willingness to give. 
In 2016, McAlexander et al. found that alumni were more willing to give when they have 
a higher level of affinity for the institution. This study showed that most participants said they 
were somewhat dissatisfied with their extra-curricular activities as an AECT student (n=28). 
However, of the respondents who said they were somewhat dissatisfied, 14 of them said they 
were still somewhat willing to give to the department. However, of those 28 participants, 11 said 
they were either unwilling (n=8) or somewhat unwilling (n=3) to give. Twelve participants said 
they were strongly dissatisfied with their extra-curricular activities. 
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The study also reported that most respondents had low involvement or no involvement at 
all in extra-curricular activities (n=35). Of those 35 participants, 20 said they were still somewhat 
willing (n=15) or extremely willing to give (n=5). The same number of participants who reported 
low or no involvement at all also said that they were either extremely involved or slightly 
involved (n=5).  
McAlexander et al. (2006) also said a common marketing institution that forms its own 
brand community are universities and colleges. Educational institutions seemingly offer only 
intangible products such as knowledge, but through branded merchandise and community spirit, 
a university’s brand is upheld by its strong base of consumers (McAlexander et al., 2006). 
This study showed 36 respondents indicated that they do own and wear Razorback 
clothing. There were 17 respondents who said they do not own or wear Razorback clothing. 
Most participants who reported that they did wear Razorback clothing were at least somewhat 
willing to give to the AECT Department (n=24). Only two respondents who said they do not 
own, and wear Razorback apparel were extremely willing to give compared to eight respondents 
who do own and wear Razorback clothing and said they were extremely willing to give. 
Survey participants were asked to state their level of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statement, “If I were making a decision today about where to attend college, I would 
still choose the AECT Department.” Most respondents said they somewhat agreed, agreed, or 
strongly agreed with the statement (n=46). Of those 46 respondents, 32 were either extremely 
willing or somewhat willing to give to the AECT Department. Seven participants said they 
disagreed, somewhat disagreed, or extremely disagreed with the statement. 
“A brand community is the product of social relationships among users of a brand, 
regardless of their geographical location, who recognize their commonality and who share 
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rituals, traditions, and a sense of responsibility toward the brand” (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001, p. 
412). Attending homecoming celebrations, football games, and other university events solidifies 
the definition above (McAlexander et al., 2006). The study showed that most participants (n=44) 
attend 1-5 or no U of A events annually. Of those participants, 25 reported that they were 
somewhat willing to give (n = 17) or extremely willing to give (n=8). This data aligns with 
McAlexander et al. (2016) that members of the Millennial Generation are more likely than 
“Boomers” to attend athletic games, lectures, and to participate in volunteer opportunities hosted 
by the academic institution. 
This study also aimed to understand connections between willingness to give and the 
participant’s parent/guardian post-secondary education attendance status/alumni giving status. Of 
respondents, 46.3% said their parents/guardians do not contribute financially to their alma 
maters. However, over 25% of those participants said they were somewhat willing or extremely 
willing to give. Further, 18 respondents (33.33%) reported that their parents/guardians did not 
attend college at all. Four participants said their parents/guardians give back to their alma maters, 
but only three out of those four are either somewhat willing or extremely willing to give. 
Therefore, no relationship can be drawn directly from willingness to give and AECT young 
alumni’s parent/guardian giving/college attendance status. 
RO4: Describe the average dollar amount young alumni can contribute to AECT. 
Most participants reported that they could currently donate less than $100 (n=29). Of 
respondents, 29.63% said they could currently donate $100 - $499. Nine participants selected. 
“other.” One participant who selected “other” said, “I am paying on $45k student loans… good 
luck.” Another said, “I cannot afford to donate money.” Other participants said, “0,” “None,” or 
“NA.” It can be concluded that due to various financial strains and current financial obligations, 
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that young alumni may not currently be able to donate larger amounts of money to their alma 
maters. The literature supports this result as McAlexander et al. (2016) found that Millennials are 
not as likely to donate now when compared to older generations. However, Millennials are more 
likely to include their alma mater in their will or estate plan (McAlexander et al., 2016). 
Limitations 
This study was limited by the email database utilized by AAA. Only 157 emails were 
obtained via the AAA database; however, more than 157 individuals graduated from the AECT 
Department from 2008 – 2018 (Office of Institutional Research, 2021). 
Recommendations 
Additional studies should be conducted to determine what content increases young 
alumni willingness to give beyond social media. Content such as mail, print, and other digital 
mediums was not researched in-depth. Knowing how content, whether print or digital, impacts 
the perception and revenue of an academic department will allow the AECT Department to 
solicit donations from alumni knowledgably and confidently via a medium that best 
communicates their needs and expected outcome. 
Studies should also be conducted to further understand the specific activities young 
alumni, who were at least somewhat willing to give, were involved in. This could help university 
staff guide programmatic involvement amongst students. More specifically, the activities, clubs, 
sports, or positions that young alumni were involved in can serve as a guide for university and 
department faculty when recruiting potential students, advising new students, and identifying 
potential donors. Time is best spent when faculty and staff can encourage specific areas of 




A study should also be conducted that could determine why AECT young alumni are 
dissatisfied with their extra-curricular activities (not specifically AECT offered activities). While 
the data shows that dissatisfaction with extra-curricular activities did not have a major impact on 
willingness to give, knowing how to improve student and alumni satisfaction with campus 
activities could potentially lead to a better on-campus student experience.  
Additionally, studies should be conducted to further investigate the dollar amount for 
which young alumni are able to give and when. Because we know young alumni are more 
willing to give in the future (McAlexander et al., 2016), this study could provide development 
staff with a better understanding of the current financial commitments of young alumni such as 
student loans. Further, knowing approximately how much money young alumni have and where 
they spend it will prepare development staff to solicit donations from young alumni at the best 
time and for the right amount of money. 
Practical Recommendations 
Based on the results of this study, it is recommended the AECT Department should use 
the following list of recommendations to best solicit donations from the young alumni 
population: 
• Utilize E-mail and links to online giving as a primary form of solicitation of 
young alumni. 
o This includes creating an accurate database of all alumni including their 
contact information and implementing communications methods such as 
Constant Contact. Further, links to online giving can be shared via AECT 
social media accounts. 
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• Allow students, potentially student leaders, and faculty members to personally 
solicit donations from young alumni. 
o The participants of this study selected students as a person whom they 
would like to be solicited by for a donation. Students to consider for this 
role would be AECT Department club officers and the AECT Ambassador 
serving on the AFLS Ambassador Board. 
• Utilize AECT social media channels as a development tool.  
o Effectively communicate to AECT alumni by potentially sharing student 
success stories, the impact of current donations, and alumni spotlights. 
• Develop desirable AECT merchandise (shirts, hats, stickers, etc.) that young 
alumni would be able to purchase and become a more involved member of the 
brand community. 
o There is a correlation between proudly owing U of A and AECT 
merchandise and willingness to give. The AECT Department should 
develop merchandise so current students, alumni, and faculty can 
contribute to the brand community of the department. 
• Ensure that AECT young alumni can attend at least 1 – 5 events per year to 
maintain in-person contact.  
o This study showed a strong correlation between in-person attendance at 
events and willingness to give. By providing opportunities for young 
alumni to reconnect with faculty, staff, current students, and former 
classmates, the AECT Department will be able to contribute to the brand 




This study strived to identify and describe the most preferred methods of communication 
of AECT young alumni as well as any connection between brand community and willingness to 
give. Concepts identified from the literature were used to develop the survey instrument. A total 
of 157 AECT young alumni graduates were contacted via the AAA database and 54 individuals 
completed the survey. Collected data showed a connection between brand community and 
willingness to give. The data also identified the preferred methods of communication of AECT 
young alumni.  
Future studies should utilize a wider population as well as investigate the impact other 
content has on willingness to give besides social media, which activities or registered student 
organizations generate the most willingness to give amongst young alumni, why AECT young 
alumni are generally dissatisfied with their extra-curricular activity experiences, and specific 
factors that impact the current dollar amount the population is able to give. Additionally, 
development staff should utilize the practical recommendations provided earlier in this chapter to 
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